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From: bmay@usgs.gov on behalf of Freedom of Information Act, GS-GIO
To: Palomaki, Ashley; Kercheval, Stephanie
Cc: GS-GIO Freedom of Information Act
Subject: USGS FOIA 2015-00021 - Fourth Referral to EPA
Date: Monday, January 11, 2016 8:45:29 AM
Attachments: 1.1 20120127meeting notes2-2 revised.docx


1.1 BBA_using Pebble data_010412.docx
EPA-6363-0001273.pdf
EPA-6363-0001113.pdf


Good Morning Ashley and Stephanie,


I'm referring the two records to the EPA to process and respond directly to Steptoe. 
 On Friday, January 8, 2016, Ms. Patty Palacios asked USGS to refer the records to the
 EPA to process, rather than request them directly from the EPA.  I have included the
 email string below.


The first record can be found on page 123 and the second record can be found on page
 217 of the records that USGS referred to the EPA.  The records are found in EPA-
6363-0001273 and EPA-6363-0001113, which EPA provided to Steptoe and Steptoe
 provided to me on January 8th.  


I will inform Steptoe of this additional referral.



Sincerely,





​//SIGNED//
Brian A. May
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Officer
U.S. Geological Survey
Department of the Interior
5522 Research Park Drive
Baltimore, MD 21228 
(443) 498-5521 (office)
(443) 498-5510 (fax)
foia@usgs.gov


---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Palacios, Patricia <ppalacios@steptoe.com>
Date: Fri, Jan 8, 2016 at 2:34 PM
Subject: RE: USGS FOIA 2015-00021 - Have you Asked the EPA to Provide the
 Attachments?
To: "Freedom of Information Act, GS-GIO" <foia@usgs.gov>


Thanks Brian.  If you could please refer them to EPA for review, that would be great.


 


From: bmay@usgs.gov [mailto:bmay@usgs.gov] On Behalf Of Freedom of Information Act, GS-GIO
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 2:33 PM
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BRISTOL BAY WATERSHED ASSESSMENT


TECHNICAL TEAM MEETING NOTES


1/25-27/12











Decisions Made





	Audience for report


· Peer reviewers, EPA decision-makers, and public constituents – most likely in that order


	Organization and content of report


· Add section discussing assumptions and uncertainties


· Clarify that mining scenario does not reflect specific permit requirements that might be supported by EPA or others


· Include 5 characterization reports as appendices (Anadromous fish, non-Anadromous fish, culture, economics)


· Most likely include wildlife and marine characterization reports as appendices, but need to coordinate with USFWS and NOAA on release of external draft and final report


· Include Seal geology/geochemistry section as appendix


· Guidelines concerning the use of data and information from sources that are unpublished and not peer reviewed needed by team


· Guidelines concerning report preparation (style, format, figures, tables, references, etc) also needed


· Minimize copyright issues in use of figures and graphics.


General Guidelines


· Define levels of confidence (uncertainties) for conclusions


· Build multiple lines of evidence to support assumptions and conclusions


· Focus on the fish


· Based on current conditions and does not include changes in hydrology or other environmental conditions due to climate change.


	Mining Scenario


· General focus on habitat loss through footprint of mine and tailings ponds.  Additional impacts on streams due to flow alteration, temperature changes, sedimentation, and the addition of copper.   These are the primary stressors discussed.


· Use production rate from NDM 2011


· Use pit, tailings ponds, and waste rock footprint from NDM 2011


· Size of TSF G and production rate defines minimum operating scenario (most likely less than the 25 year PLP estimate)


· Size of TSF, A, B, & G and production rate defines maximum operating scenario (most likely less than the 78 year PLP estimate)


· Groundwater drawdown from pit dewatering likely to create a cone of depression.  However, not enough hydrogeological data exists to evaluate quantitatively.  This will need to be a qualitative discussion.


· Do not define specific time frame for post closure phase, unless it is part of the specific analysis.


· Consider including table with assumptions, justification for assumptions, and sources of information.


Discharged Water


· Discharge of treated process water to watershed system likely.  However, not enough information to quantitatively evaluate effects on stream flows.  Include qualitative discussion of the effects of flow redistribution and maintaining the complex, seasonally variable surface water/ground water system through recharge.


· Potentially more water to be discharged than needed to make up flow.


· Discuss potential constituents of the discharge, assuming they will meet state AWQC.  Can we say more about concentrations or flow?


· Assume temperature of discharged water will meet State AWQC (<13c)


· Consider impacts relative to natural seasonal variations in temperature and potential impacts to salmon


Tailings Leachate


· Capture of 100% of leachate unlikely due to size of mine, use of unlined tailings pond, and complexity of landscape


· Conduct hydraulic analysis of flow net through bottom dam structure for general potential for leakage.  For simplicity, will not evaluate, but will discuss preferential pathways to discharge from other areas of TSF (walls, bottom)


· Assume no dilution from upstream in tailings leachate leak scenario


· Concentrations of constituents in leachate from tailings in TSFs to be estimated from humidity cell and/or column tests and compared with concentration ranges from analogue copper porphyry mines


Dam Failure Scenario


· Use PLP dam cross sections


· Model failure of TSF G for full capacity and half capacity (two scenarios)


· Assume some type of remediation  is possible during mining operation, but unlikely in post mine closure period


· Modeling to provide estimated downstream miles receiving sedimentation, depth of sedimentation, and grain size distribution (ICF conducting modeling)


· Evaluate impact based upon reference to salmon and invertebrate habitat requirements (depth of sedimentation and percent of fines impacting habitat)


· Define three zones for initial effects:  1) Salmon habitat destroyed (Totally Outside Acceptable Survival Territory – TOAST); 2) Salmon habitat partially impacted in an intermediate zone of uncertainty; 3) Salmon habitat unlikely to be impacted.


· Address how long until channel reestablished and possibility of salmon recovery.


· Discuss qualitatively effects on tributaries to main channel – temporarily impounded or damaged


· Address long-term effects of continued sediment transport downstream, and continued leaching of contaminants from sediment in channels and flood plains (qualitative analysis based on results of modeling and knowledge of system).


· For the chemistry of material discharged from dam failure, look at supernatant data and measured concentrations from other mines.  Also assume median or average of concentration ranges in pore water.


Waste Rock


· Use humidity cell tests and field “barrel” test information for concentration range.


· Assume capture in cone of depression during mine operations.  Assume ability to control sedimentation in storm water runoff during operation.


· If capture system fails, or there is PAG waste rock left uncontained at site post closure, assess impacts


· Estimate volume of leachate, using volume of rock, current precipitation, concentration range from humidity cell/barrel tests 


· Calculate dilution by South Fork Koktuli to produce estimate of range of contaminant release.


Application of scenario to other parts of the watershed


· Conduct large-scale hydrologic classification of watershed and compare with site which has been evaluated. (include in risk discussion)


Roads and Pipelines


· Use PLP current alignment of road and pipelines as most probable route to Cook Inlet.  Limited alternatives.


· Assume that full-span bridges have pipes above ground – all others have pipes below ground.


· Construction impacts likely to be small due to assumed mitigation practices.


· Assessing impacts from crossings likely to be more qualitative.  


· Cumulative impacts of roads due to miles or road and number of crossings, likely.


· Accidents likely have larger impacts.  Likelihood of accident probably higher in mountainous terrain.  Impacts on salmon may be greater close to lake.


· Pipelines and road in close proximity to one another.  Accident/failure of one is likely to affect others.  Geophysical disturbance (landslide, avalanche, earthquake) or gas explosion likely to affect all.  Limited ability to construct in separate locations due to topography.


· Sustained disturbance – highest probable impact.  Assume that storm water runoff to waterways is not controlled.  Ground water/surface water interactions important in these areas. Culvert failure is likely to some extent.  Magnitude unknown.


· Habitat impacts from presence of roads cannot be quantified.  Lack of information for these streams.  Likely to be extensive.


Pipeline failure scenario:


· Visual inspecting best at identifying chronic leakage.


· Assume electronic leak detection and manual valves (PLP).


· Assume spills are contained and remediated to extent possible.


· Area of road has higher density of spawning salmon than areas of mine footprint (i.e. more receptors).


· Worst case would be gas pipeline explosion, which would likely release diesel and slurry.


· Use published data on pipeline failure rates (need to determine what is meant by “failure” for these data.


· Do quantitative analysis of potential spill using, Swedish data for copper concentration, and likely volume of material between valves. Use information from Bob on concentrate from Swedish mine.  Use as surrogate for material in slurry pipeline. (Bob to run additional analysis, varying pH?)


· Discuss variables: stream energy, season, proximity to lake, etc.


· Has PLP analyzed product concentrate and performed leach tests on it?


Cumulative Impacts


· Qualitative analysis and discussion of multiple mine scenario.


Wildlife Assessment


· Section will utilize result of contractor literature searches for bald eagle, waterfowl, brown bear, and ungulates.





Decisions Deferred:


· Lead for cultural assessment section needed.


· Revisit balance between details included in the assessment report, and details included in appendices.  Closure unlikely until more writing is completed.


· Inclusion of ore processing chemicals in treated water and leachate?


· More discussion needed on assumptions of leachate from tailings and waste rock during operations and post closure.  Are we assuming 100% capture during operation?


· Will we do some qualitative assessment on high risk/low risk areas on road and pipeline corridor?


· What info beyond characterization reports will be included as appendices?





Action Items and Assignments:


· Revised mine scenario – Phil (Lead); Jeff, Glenn (Supporting) – by 1/31/2012


· Brief paragraph or two on Bristol Bay region’s physical setting for inclusion into intro – Phil to provide to Kate ASAP


· Provide suggestions for the revision of assessment report to Kate – All – 1/31/2012


· Provide suggestions for list of characteristics to be compared in analysis of analogue mining sites – All – 1/31/2012


· Revised assessment report outline – Kate (Lead); Jeff, Glenn (Supporting) – 2/1/2012


· Guidance for use of data and preparation of report including general logistics about document prep, reference management, etc. – Kate (Lead); Jeff (Supporting) – 2/2/2012


· Collect and maintain copies of all publications cited in report sections – All - ongoing


· Identify list of characteristics to be compared in analysis of analogue mining sites – Kate (Lead); Glenn, Bob (Supporting) – 2/3/2012


· Coordinate requirements and standards for GIS data and information – Sheila (lead); James, Jason, Phil (Supporting) – 2/2/2-12


· Identify authors for d culture section of assessment report – Jeff  in consultation with Rick – 2/6/2012


· Initial draft of wildlife assessment section - Kate


· Estimate volume and concentrations from waste rock – Ralph and Bob – 2/7/2012


· To expand assessment to entire watershed, conduct large-scale hydrologic classification of watershed – Jason (lead); Jim (Supporting) – 2/xx/2012


· Conduct additional analyses of ore slurry, from Sweden or other – Bob (Lead) – 2/xx/2012


· Evaluate applicability of PLP tests (Humidity cell, barrel tests, column tests) to estimate ranges of copper concentrations from waste rock, tailings, tailings pond – Bob (Lead) – 2/xx/2012


· Evaluate toxicological effects of leaching from tailings from dam failure in flood plains and stream channels – Glenn (Lead); Barb, Bob, Lorraine, Cindi (Supporting) – 2/xx/2012


· Determine depth of sediment which would affect habitat requirements for salmon  (Joe) and invertebrates (Glenn)


· Determine depth of sediment which would have toxicological implications for benthos – Glenn (Lead)


· Request permission to cite data, information, figures from PLP – Sheila (Lead); Rick (Supporting)


· Begin preparation of Questions and Answers for communication team – Sheila (Lead); Rick, Jeff, Kacee, others (Supporting)


· Set up discussion about inclusion of reports in appendices and peer review requirements for other federal agencies – Sheila (lead) and others





Upcoming Milestones:


· Briefing for EPA senior management on progress to date – 2/22/2012


· Report sections due to Kate and Glenn – 2/17/2012


· Team and management review of first complete draft – 3/2/2012


· Release of internal review draft for Agency review – 3/9/2012


· Release of external review draft for public comment – 4/24/2012
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DRAFT - Guidelines for using Pebble data in EPA’s Bristol Bay Assessment – DRAFT


We need to apply a consistent, defensible approach to deciding whether or not to use PLP data in the Bristol Bay Assessment. When we use PLP data, we must be able to demonstrate why we think it is of adequate quality; when we do not to use PLP data, we must be able to demonstrate why we have concerns.


In deciding whether to use PLP data in different sections of the Assessment, here are some basic questions to consider:


· Is there a sampling and analysis plan for how the data were generated, and is it available?


· Is the plan adequate, and is there evidence that it was followed?  For example, are data available for all the sites and time periods for which sampling was planned?


· Is there a QA plan for the data, and is it available?


· Is the QA plan adequate, and is there evidence that it was followed?


· Are the methods used to generate the data clearly stated, and are they appropriate?  In particular, were standard methods used?


· How are the data presented?  For example, are raw data provided or only summary data and graphics? 


· How were the data managed and edited?  Are certain data points excluded (e.g., outliers, non-detects, contaminated blanks), and if so are the reasons for their exclusion clearly stated and defensible?


· Can the data be validated in some way?  For example, are they consistent with an independent data set?


Not all of these criteria must of met to use PLP data in the Assessment—but enough of them should be met that, when questioned, we can justify their inclusion. If you decide that the PLP data is of sufficient quality to use in the Assessment, be sure to explicitly indicate where PLP data were used, and whether those data were raw values or other representations (e.g., summarized, tabulated, or graphed forms of the data).


	Internal deliberative materials – do not cite or quote	
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To: Palacios, Patricia
Subject: USGS FOIA 2015-00021 - Have you Asked the EPA to Provide the Attachments?


 


Hi Patty,


 


since those are EPA emails and EPA attachments, you need to get them from the
 EPA.  They should have them. Have you asked the EPA to produce the attachments?


 


If you want me to pull them, I'm going to refer them to the EPA to review and respond
 to you.  I think it's more efficient for you to go directly to the EPA.  Please let me
 know how you would like to proceed.


 


I am working 2014-0043 and 2014-00126 ahead of yours in the
 Exceptional/Voluminous processing track and making some progress with those
 requests.  I won't be able to start reviewing Bob Seal's records until later this month
 or in February.


 


Sincerely,


 


 


​


//SIGNED//


Brian A. May


Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Officer


U.S. Geological Survey


Department of the Interior


5522 Research Park Drive


Baltimore, MD 21228 


(443) 498-5521 (office)


(443) 498-5510 (fax)







foia@usgs.gov


 


 


On Fri, Jan 8, 2016 at 12:00 PM, Palacios, Patricia <ppalacios@steptoe.com> wrote:


Brian –


Happy New Year!  We received a production from EPA from documents your office referred
 to them.  We have begun to review those documents and have identified two attachments
 to emails that we would like produced as well (per our usual practice to request
 attachments that seem relevant).  The two documents are attached.  Please let me know if
 you have any questions.


 


Best,


Patty
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